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DECLARATI ON OF THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
NO FURTHER RESPONSE ACTI ON PLANNED

SI TE NAME AND ADDRESS

Mari ne Corps Logistics Base
Qperable Unit 5
814 Radford Bl vd
Al bany, Ceorgia 31704-1128

STATEMENT OF PURPCSE AND BASI S

This Record of Decision (ROD) docunent presents the final response for Cperable Unit (QU) 5 at
the Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) in Al bany, CGeorgia. It was devel oped in accordance with
t he Conprehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act as anended by the
Super fund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act, and to the extent practicable, the National GOl
and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the site's

Adm ni strative Record, which is on file at the Environnental Branch O fice, Facilities and
Service Division, Building 5501, MCLB, Al bany, Georgia 31704, and at the Infornati on Repository
in the Dougherty County Public Library, A bany, Georgia. Based on the review of this QU 5 ROD
and previous docunents, the U S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Region IV and State of
Georgia concur with the sel ected renedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

QU5 is located in the southwestern portion of the base and consists of two potential sources of
contam nation (PSCs): PSC 8, the Git D sposal Area and PSC 14, the Donestic Wastewater
Treatnent Plant (DWIP), which was constructed in 1952. In 1977, an industrial wastewater
treatnent plant (I1WP) was constructed at MCLB, Al bany to collect and treat wastes fromvarious
industrial shops |ocated on base. These wastes received prinary treatnent at the | WP to renove
hazar dous i norganic constituents. The | WP effluent was then piped to the DMP, mxed with
donmestic waste, and treated again prior to discharge to the Flint R ver. Because the DWP
received effluent fromthe IWIP, and the | WP treated wastes fromel ectroplating and al um num
coati ng conversion processes ([F-006 and F-019 wastes] 40 Code of Federal Regul ations 261.31),
the Georgia Environmental Protection D vision (GEPD) determ ned that the sludge fromthe DMP
shoul d al so be classified as a hazardous waste. In April 1990, DWIP operations were halted and
base wastewater was di scharged to the city of Al bany's publicly owned treatnent works.

Sout hern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command prepared cl osure docunents for the DWP
sl udge drying beds in conpliance with GEPD s Admi nistrative Order No. EPD HW 616, dated Novenber
15, 1990. The inplenentation of the closure efforts, under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act, began in May 1991 with background soil sanpling and ended in 1994 with excavation
of sludge drying bed material. The 10 sludge drying beds were issued a record of clean closure
on Cctober 20, 1995.

A renmedi al investigation and baseline risk assessnent (R /BRA) was conducted at QU 5 between
1994 and 1997. The field portion of the Rl was conducted at QU 5 from March 1994 to Novenber
1994. The Rl at QU 5 indicated the presence of Aroclor - 1260 (a pol ychl ori nated bi phenyl
(PCB]), polynuclear aronmatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and el evated concentrations of lead (up to 405
mlligrans per kilogram[ng/kg]) primarily in the grit disposal trench area. The subsurface soil
data indicated that no downward mgration of these analytes had occurred at QU 5.

Following the review of RI data and the preparation of a prelimnary risk evaluation, an interim



response acti on was deened necessary to reduce the potential risks t6 human health and the

envi ronnent posed by the PSC 8 surface and subsurface sails. A focused feasibility study (FFS),
whi ch was conpleted in April 1995, evaluated the follow ng remedial alternatives: no action
cappi ng; excavation, followed by off-base incineration and di sposal; and excavation, followed by
of f-base stabilization and disposal in a Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) facility. Based on
the results of this FFS, a Proposed Plan was published in April 1995 recomendi ng the | ast
alternative: excavation, followed by off-base stabilization and disposal in a TSCA facility. An
InterimROD was signed and an interimrenedi al action (IRA) design docunent was conpleted in
June 1995.

Action (cleanup) levels were established for concentrati ons of PCBs, |ead, and PAHs in the soil
The action |l evels chosen for the PSG 8 IRA were (1) 1 ng/kg for total PCBs, (2) 75 ng/kg for
lead, and (3) 10 ng/kg for total PAHs. The IRA was inplenented during the nonths of January and
February 1996. Approxi mately 79 cubic yards of contam nated grit and soil were excavated and
transported to Chem cal Waste Managenent, Inc. (USEPA | D# ALD000622464), a TSCA-permtted
landfill in Enelle, A abana, for stabilization and disposal. Confirnmatory sanples were collected
fromthe sidewal | s and base of the excavated area to ensure that the remaining soil and/or grit
were bel ow the cleanup levels. Once the cleanup levels were satisfied, the trench area was
restored by backfilling with clean soil and reseeding the area

Fol l owi ng the I RA, human health risk assessnments (HHRAs) and ecol ogi cal risk assessnents (ERAs)
were perforned using all USEPA Level |V data quality objective data collected during the R and
IRA confirmatory data. The risk assessnents were perforned on the follow ng nedia: soil, surface
wat er, sedinent, and the sludge drying-bed soil. Exposure pathways considered for the hunan
health portion of the BRA included ingestion, skin contact, and inhal ati on. Exposure scenari os
included a current |and use of a base worker at QU 5 and a theoretical future |and use of

resi dential devel opnment and associated utility construction at QU 5. The potential risks

resul ting from hunman exposure to surface and subsurface soil. sedinment, and surface water were
then cal cul ated for each exposure scenario. The ecol ogical portion of the BRA assuned that
animal s woul d be exposed directly to surface soil, sedinent, and surface water, with additiona

exposure fromeating other aninmals and plants that may contain stored contam nants.

According to the NCP for Superfund sites, the acceptable cancer risk range is from1 in 10, 000
(1x10 -4) to 1 in 1 mllion (1X10 -6) depending on site-specific conditions. A though the
estimated risk of 1x10 -6 is the point of departure in determning the need for a response
action, site-specific conditions at QU 5 indicate that application of the acceptable risk range
is appropriate. Site-specific conditions at QU 5 supporting use of the risk range include the
base perinmeter fence restricting public access to soils, surface water, and sedinent; the
industrial site conditions; and the | ow probability of receptor contact with contam nated soils.
For noncancer risks, the simlar point of departure is a hazard index (H) greater than 1.

The results of the HHRA indicate that potential current and future | and use cancer and noncancer
risks at PSCs 8 and 14 are acceptable to USEPA Region IV. Cancer risks for current and future
land use at PSCs 8 and 14 are 8x10 -8 and 7x10 -6, respectively. These cancer risks do not
exceed the USEPA acceptable cancer risk range O 1X10 -4 to 1X10 -6. Noncancer risks for future
land use at PSCs 8 and 14 are 0.1 and 0.7, respectively, and do not exceed an H of 1. Based

on the results of the BRA no further response actions are planned for QU 5.



The ecol ogi cal portion of the BRA (ERA) indicates that there is little risk of adverse effects
to receptor species at PSCs 8 and 14. Only chromumwas identified as potentially causing
adverse effects to plants in the southwestern potion of PSC 8. Al um num chrom um vanadium and
possibly zinc were identified as potentially causing adverse effects to plants at PSC 14;
however, it is likely that only chromumin the sludge drying beds and the drai nage ditches
woul d cause adverse effects to terrestrial plants. Maxi mum exposure concentrations of severa
nmetal s (including alum num cadmum thallium vanadium and zinc) contributed to a very | ow
risk estimate for small, insectivorous birds. However, exposures to these netals are not likely
to result in adverse effects.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

QU5 is the fourth of six QU to be conpleted at MCLB, Al bany. Al four conpleted RODs (QOUs 1,

2, 3, and 5) address surface and subsurface soil, surface water, and sedinent. This fina
response declares that a No Further Response Action Planned (NFRAP) decision be inplenented at
QU 5 for all soil, surface water, and sedinent. Therefore, this response requires no further

remedi al treatnent, containnment, or land-use restrictions be inplenmented at PSCs 8 and 14.
STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The final response action proposed for QU 5 addresses the surface and subsurface soils, surface
wat er, and sedinent. Specifically, the final response for PSCs 8 and 14 is NFRAP because no
further renedial action is necessary to protect human health and the environnent. Because the
remedy will not result in hazardous substances renai ning onsite above health-based | evels, the
5-year review will not apply to the action for PSCs 8 and 14.

<I MG SRC 98082D>
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1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB), Albany is an active facility occupying 3,579 acres
east - sout heast of the city of Al bany, Georgia. Land bordering MCLB, Al bany to the south, east,
and northeast is prinmarily agricultural or recreational open space. Mdst of the land to the
northwest and west of the base is residential and conmercial .

Qperable Unit (QU) 5 is located in the southwestern portion of the base, adjacent to the Mrine
Corps Canal. Figure 1-1 identifies the location of MCLB, Al bany and the approxi mate | ocation of
QU 5, conprising Potential Sources of Contamination (PSCs) 8 and 14.

1.1 PSG 8. PSC 8 (the Git Disposal Area; Figure 1-2) is undevel oped and nmeasures approxi mately
350 feet by 120 feet. It is |ocated southeast of the former Donestic Waste Water Treatnment Pl ant
([DWIP], PSC 14) and was used between 1962 and 1979 for the disposal of nmaterial collected in
the DWIP grit chanber. The grit naterial consisted of items such as sand, broken gl ass, nuts,
bolts, and other dense, nonbi odegradabl e material .

A 1994 renedial investigation (RI) identified an approxi mate 30-foot-long trench and apparent
spoil pile on the northern half of PSC 8. In January and February 1996, 79 cubic yards of
contami nated naterial were excavated fromthe trench area for off-base treatnment and di sposal as
part of an InterimRenedial Action (IRA). The trench was subsequently backfilled and regraded
with clean soil and reseeded.

1.2 PSG 14. PSC 14 (Figure 1-2), the DWP, was operated from 1952 to 1990, for the treatnent of
sanitary and pretreated industrial wastes generated at MCLB, Al bany. PSC 14 includes a control
building, a grit chanber (previously nmentioned), prinary and secondary settling tanks, two
120-foot dianmeter trickling filter tanks, an anaerobic digester, and 10 sl udge dryi ng beds.
Wast ewat er was noved to, through, and fromthe DWP via underground piping. PSC 14 is a grassy,
open, 5-acre site surrounded by pecan groves, PSC 8, and pine forest with locally thick brush.

<I MG SRC 98082E>
<I MG SRC 98082F>

2. 0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

MCLB, Al bany currently serves as a U S. mlitary logistics center controlling the acquisition,
storage, mai ntenance, and distribution of conbat and support naterial for the U S. Marine Corps
(USMO). In addition, the base is used for mlitary training and other tasks and functions as
directed by the Commandant of the USMC.

MCLB, Al bany has generated various types of solid and |iquid wastes over the years, including
hazar dous wastes. The hazardous wastes include el ectropl ati ng wastes contai ni ng heavy netal s,
organi c solvents fromstrippi ng and cl eani ng operati ons, and waste fuel and oil.

Begi nning in 1985, three investigations were perforned to assess and characterize PSCs
identified at MCLB, Al bany. These investigations included the 1985 Initial Assessnent Study
(1AS), the 1987 Confirmation Study, and the 1989 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)
facility investigation (RFl). As a result of these investigations, MILB, A bany was pl aced on
the National Priority List (NPL) for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites (Decenber 1989).

2.1 IAS. An | AS was conducted by Envirodyne Engineers, Inc., at MCLB, Albany in 1985 to identify
and assess PSCs posing a potential threat to human health or the environnent due to

contami nation from past hazardous nmaterial disposal practices. Ei ght PSCs (including PSC 8) were
identified at MCLB, Al bany based on historical data, aerial photographs, field inspections, and



personal interviews. Al eight PSCs were evaluated to determ ne contam nant characteristics,
m gration pathways, and potential receptors (Envirodyne Engineers, Inc., 1985).

The prinmary pathways identified for mgration of contam nants included erosion, surface water
runof f, and groundwater transport. The predom nant topographic slope at QU5 is to the

sout hwest, where surface water ultimately discharges to the Flint R ver via the Marine Corps
Canal (Figure 1-1). The predom nant direction of regional groundwater flowis west toward the
Flint River, which is located approximately 2.7 mles fromthe base. Potential receptors
identified include aquatic organisns in the receiving waters, predators and other ani nmals
relying on these areas for food and water, and hunmans using the Flint R ver for recreationa
pur poses.

The 1 AS concl uded that six of the eight PSCs (PSCs 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7) warranted further

i nvestigation under the Navy Assessnent and Control of Installation Pollutants programto assess
long-terminpacts. The prinary recommendati on of the study was to conduct a Confirnation Study
to confirmor disprove the existence of the suspected contanmination and to quantify the extent
of any existing problens. Specifically, this Confirmation Study determ ned (1) whether or not a
threat to human health or the environnment existed, (2) the extent of contam nation, and (3) the
potential for contam nant mgration

2.2 CONFI RVATI ON STUDY. The Confirmation Study was conducted by Md elland Engi neers at the
MCLB, Al bany facility in 1986 at nine PSCs: the six PSCs reconmended for further eval uation by
the 1AS and three additional PSCs identified as potential threats to hunman health and the
environnent (PSCs 9, 10, and 11) (MO elland Engineers). Based on the Confirnmation Study result,
addi tional investigation was recommended for PSCs 1, 3, 6, 9, and 11. QU 5 was not included in
the Confirmation Study.

2.3 RFI. Subsequent to the 1987 Confirnmation Study, nine PSCs (PSCs 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, and
11) were identified as solid waste nanagenent unics (SWWJk) by the Georgi a Environnenta
Protection Division (GEPD) in the Par B RCRA Permit for MCLB, Al bany. Terns of this permt
required that an RFl be conducted at each of the PSCs to deternine the nature and extent of

rel eases and the potential pathways of contaminant mgration to the environnent. Applied

Engi neering and Science, Inc., conpleted the RFI and subnitted a final report in 1989. O the
nine PSCs studied in the RFl, only PSCs 7 and 9 did not require further investigation

2.4 SLUDGE DRYI NG BED CLOSURE DOCUMENTS. ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (ABB-ES), under
contract with the Southern Division, Naval Facilities Engi neering Comrand ( SOUTHNAVFACENGCOM) ,
prepared cl osure docunents for the DWP sludge drying beds in conpliance with Admi nistrative

O der No. EPD-HW 616 dated Novenber 15, 1990, issued by the GEPD. The cl osure docunents, which
consist of a dosure Plan, a Contingency Postclosure Plan, and a G oundwater Monitoring Program
Pl an, were conpleted in July 1991 (ABB-ES, 1991). The plans were devel oped as part of the
efforts to permanently close the DMP, which potentially accunul ated wast ewat er treat nent

sl udges classified as F-006 and F-019 wastes |isted under 40 Code of Federal Regul ations (CFR)
261. 31 (hazardous wastes from nonspecific sources).

Efforts to permanently cl ose the sludge drying beds at the DWIP at MCLB, Al bany were conduct ed
in conformance with Section 391-3-11-.11(10) of the rules pronul gated pursuant to the Georgia
Hazar dous Waste Managenent Act, Section 12-8-60, et seq. as anended, and RCRA, 40 CFR Part 270
Subpart G "Interim Status." Inplenentation of the closure efforts, under RCRA, began in My
1991 wi th background soil sanpling, followed by nonitoring well installation and groundwater
sanpling at the DWIP.

Background Sanpl es. As part of confirmation soil sanpling, eight background soil sanples were
collected by ABB-ES in the vicinity of the sludge drying beds during 1991 and 1992: four from an



Cct ober 1991 event and four nore froma Septenber 1992 sanpling event. These sanples were
anal yzed for Solid Waste Method 846 (SW846) volatile organi c conpounds (VOCs), semivolatile
organi ¢ conpounds (SVQCs), and netal s

Confirmation Soil Sanples. As part of the efforts to verify "clean" closure at the DWIP sl udge
dryi ng beds, three soil sanpling events were performed from Cct ober 1991 to Septenber 1992. The
Cctober 1991 soil sanpling efforts also included sanpling of the sludge drying-bed concrete
structure, as described in the DMP O osure Plan (ABB-ES, 1991). The analytical results and

di scussion of all confirmation soil sanpling can be found in the Confirmation Soil Sanpling
Report (ABB-ES, 1993). Al sanpling procedures and anal yses were in conformance with U S

Envi ronnental Protection Agency (USEPA) Level |11 data quality objectives (DQ0s)

Postrenoval Soil Sanpling. Subsequent to the confirnmation soil sanpling, the top 8 inches of the
material in sludge drying beds 1, 2, 3, 6, 9, and 10 were renoved and di sposed of at an
RCRA-permitted facility. Verification soil sanples were collected fromthe surface of each bed
for VOCs, SVOCs, and specific netals analysis. Concentrations of the analytes were conpared to
concentrations in background sanples, and no statistically significant differences were found
with respect to nmetals concentration (ABB-ES, 1994).

2.5 RI/BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT (BRA). In July 1991, the Departnent of the Navy, representing
MCLB, Al bany, entered into a Federal Facilities Agreenment (FFA) with the GEPD and the USEPA

Regi on IV. The FFA established a procedural franework and schedul e for devel opi ng, inplenenting
and nonitoring appropriate response actions at the facility in accordance with the provisions of
Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act, RCRA the National Gl
and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP), Superfund gui dance and policy, and the Ceorgia
Hazar dous Waste Managenent Act.

The concl usions of the three previous investigations indicated a need for additional data
collection over the entire installation. Between 1987 and 1991, the total nunber of PSCs to be
investigated at MCLB, Al bany increased to 24. Avail able data on the 24 PSCs were sufficient to
indicate the requirenent for a renedial response as described in the NPL to characterize the
extent of contamination, assess releases, and devel op responses. As a result of nore recent
investigations, two additional PSCs, 25 and 26, were identified, resulting in a total of 26
PSCs. According to the FFA, 14 of the PSCs require an imediate Rl and feasibility study
(RI/FS), 3 PSCs require RCRA investigations, while the remaining 9 PSCs require site-screening
activities. As a result, ABB-ES was contracted under the Conprehensive Long-Term Environnenta
Action, Navy contract to prepare and execute RI/FS workpl ans, site-screening workplans, and
associ ated pl anni ng docunents for PSCs at MCLB, Al bany.

Under the RI/FS process, groups of PSCs are defined as OUs due to their proximty, simlarity of
waste, and simlarity of investigative techniques or potential response actions. QU 5,
consisting of PSCs 8 and 14, was devel oped due to the close proximty of the two PSCs,
simlarity of contam nation, and its use as a fornmer nunicipal wastewater treatnent facility by
the installation. The final draft RI/BRA report for QU 5 was rel eased in June 1997. The results
and scope of the Rls at QU 5 are presented bel ow.

2.5.1 Scope of Rl The R defined the nature and extent of contanmination in surface and
subsurface soil, surface water, and sedinent at QU 5. These investigations were conducted in two
phases. The first phase of investigation included a geophysical survey, soil gas survey,
Geoprobe investigations, and an in-line video canera inspection of the DMP pipelines. The
geophysi cal survey was used to determine the vertical and horizontal extent of disposa

trenches, locate buried netallic objects, and identify areas of previously disturbed or
excavated soil. The soil gas survey was used to identify in situ organic vapors of selected

vol atil e conpounds that nmay have settled into the subsurface soil. The Geoprobe was used to



sanpl e and anal yze subsurface soil for contamnation from3 to 22 feet below | and surface (bls).
The video canera inspection of the DWP pipelines was used to | ocate possible breaks that m ght
have al | oned wastewater to |l eak into the surrounding soils.

The second phase of the Rl consisted of surface soil sanpling (zero to 12 inches bls), soi

bori ngs and subsurface soil sanpling (1 to 57 feet bls), grit naterial sanpling, and collection
of one surface water and sedi nent sanple. The objective of these activities was to determine if
contami nation exists and to deternmine if contam nants have migrated fromtheir origina

| ocation. Background sanpling was al so conducted to provide site-specific data on naturally
occurring elenments in MCLB, Al bany soil and organic constituents commonly found al ong roadsi des
or in devel oped areas. Analytical results fromthis R are presented in Chapter 5.0 of this
Record of Decision (ROD).

PSC 8: Five surface soil sanples (08S001 through 08S005) plus a duplicate sanple of 08S001 were
collected at PSC 8 (Figure 2-1). Additionally, one surface soil sanple (08S006BK) was coll ected
at PSC 8 for PSGC specific background data. Four soil borings (08B001BK through 08B004),

i ncl udi ng one PSGC-specific background soil boring, were advanced at PSC 8 during the 1994 field
confirmatory investigation. Two subsurface soil sanples were typically collected fromeach
boring. In addition, 15 subsurface soil sanples (08B005 through 08B021) were collected within
the trench-and-spoil pile area at PSG 8 as part of the 1996 IRA to confirmcleanup (Note: 08B018
and 08B019 were coll ected but not anal yzed during the IRA). The soil at three of these sanpling
| ocations (08B00904, 08B01401, and 08B01501) was excavated during the 1996 I RA. Soil borings
were conpleted from30 to 57 feet bls, including the background soil boring, which was conpl et ed
to 40 feet bls. Two grit conposite sanples (08U01 and 08U02) and a duplicate sanple (08U01D)
were collected within the shallow trench at PSC 8. The grit sanples were conposited fromzero to
4 feet bls. The media at both grit disposal sanple |ocations were eventual |y excavated during
the IRA. No surface water or sedinent was present at PSC 8 during the R

PSC 14: Seventeen surface soil sanples (14S001 through 14S0016) and one duplicate sanple
(14S008D) were collected fromthe DMP area. Additional surface soil sanples were collected from
within two grass-lined drai nage swal es (14S01 and 14S02) adjacent to the DWP sludge drying

beds. Al locations are indicated on Figure 2-1. 14S014BK was col |l ected as a background sanpl e
Fourteen soil borings (14B001 through 14B015), includi ng one PSC specific background soil boring
(14B012BK), were advanced at PSC 14 at the locations indicated on Figure 2-1 (Note: No sanples
were collected from 14B006 due to difficulties during drilling operations.). Two subsurface soi
sanples were typically collected fromeach boring. Soil borings were conpleted to 48 feet bls
except for the background soil boring, which was conpleted to 40 feet bls. One surface water
sanpl e (14W1), a duplicate sanple (14W1D), and one sedi ment sanple (14D01) were collected from
PSC 14 at the location indicated on Figure 2-1

Laboratory tests were conducted on sanples of surface soil, subsurface soil, grit, surface
water, and sedinent from QU 5. Sanples were analyzed in onsite labs and in federally approved
off-site labs. Sanples, with few exceptions, were anal yzed for VOCs, SVQCs, pesticides and
pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls (PCBs), and inorganic constituents.

2.6 QU 5- RELATED DOCUMENTS. The follow ng reports are available for review by the public at
Dougherty County Public Library in A bany, CGeorgia, and at the MCLB, Al bany Environnental Branch
office. These reports describe the detail ed nethodol ogy and results of investigations at QU 5.
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ABB-ES. 1991. dosure and Contingency Post-Cosure Plan for the Sl udge Drying
Beds at the Donestic Wastewater Treatnent Plant, Marine Corps Logistic Base.
Al bany, Ceorgia (July).

ABB- ES. 1993. Confirnmation Soil Sanpling Report for the Sl udge Drying Beds at the
DWIP, MCLB Al bany, GCeorgia (Mrch).

ABB- ES. 1993. Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (R /FS) Wrkplan for
Qperable Unit Five (QU 5), MCLB Al bany, Ceorgia (Novenber).

ABB- ES. 1993. Sanpling and Analysis Plan for QU 5, MCLB Al bany, Ceorgia (Novenber).
ABB- ES. 1994. Techni cal Menorandum QU 5, MCLB Al bany, Georgia (My).
ABB-ES. 1994. Prelimnary R sk Evaluation, QU 5, MCLB Al bany, georgia (Decenber).

ABB-ES. 1994. Verification Soil Sanpling Report for the DWIP Sl udge Drying Beds,
MCLB, Al bany, Georgia (Decenber).

ABB- ES. 1995. Focused Feasibility Study, PSC 8, QU 5, MCLB Al bany, Georgia (April).
ABB- ES. 1995. Proposed Plan for PSC 9 IRA, QU 5, MCLB Al bany, Georgia (April).

ABB- ES. 1995. Record of Decision, InterimRenedial Action for PSC 8, QU 5, MILB
Al bany, Ceorgia (June).

ABB-ES. 1995. InterimRenedial Action Design for PSC 8, QU 5, MILB Al bany, Ceorgia (June).
ABB-ES. 1997. Final Draft Renedial I|nvestigation/Baseline R sk Assessnent for
QU 5, MCLB Al bany, GCeorgia (Kay).

ABB- ES. 1997. Proposed Plan for QU 5, MCLB Al bany, Georgi a (Septenber).

Appl i ed Engi neering and Science, Inc. 1989. RCRA Facility Investigation, Phase
(ne, Confirmation Study, MCLB Al bany, Ceorgi a.

Crawford, V.I. 1979. Environnental Engineering Survey, Marine Corps Logistics
Base (MCLB), Al bany, Georgia. Prepared for Southern Division, Naval Facilities
Engi neeri ng Command ( SOUTHNAVFACENGCQV) .

Envi rodyne Engi neers, Inc. 1985. Initial Assessnent Study, Marine Corps Logistics
Base, Al bany, Georgia.

Mcd el | and Engi neers. 1987. Final Report, Confirmation Study Verification Step,
Marine Corps Logiscics Base, Al bany, CGeorgia. Prepared for SOUTHNAVFACENGCOM

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Southern Division (SOUTHNAVFACENGCQV) .
1974. Multiple Use Natural Resources Managenent Plan for Marine Corps Supply
Center, Al bany, Georgia.

SQUTHNAVFACENGCOM  1993. Master Plan, MCLB, Al bany, Al bany, GCeorgi a.



3.0 H GHLI GHTS OF COWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

The Proposed Plan for QU 5 recormends no further response action planned (NFRAP) for all surface
soil, subsurface soil, surface water, and sedi nent. This docunent is available to the public in
the Informati on Repository |located at the Dougherty County Public Library and in the

Adm ni strative Record |ocated at the Environnental Branch O fice, Building 5501, MCLB, Al bany,
Georgia, 31704-1128. The public notice of the Proposed Plan was published in the A bany Herald
on Cctober 7, 1997; the MCLB, Al bany newspaper, The Enblem in Cctober of 1997; and was
announced on several |local radio stations. The public comrent period for the Proposed Plan was
Cctober 6 to Novenber 4, 1997. A public neeting was held on Cctober 16, 1997, at the Hunman
Resour ces Building, Building 3010, MCLB, Albany. At this neeting, representatives from
SOQUTHNAVFACENGCOM MCLB, Al bany; USEPA Region |V, CGEPD, and ABB-ES were available to discuss all
aspects of QU 5 and the response actions under consideration. A Community Rel ations

Responsi veness Summary, identifying all community participation at QU 5, is included as Appendi x
A

4.0 SCOPE AND RCLE OF THE FI NAL RESPONSE AT QU 5

MCLB, Al bany contains 26 PSCs, and of these, 14 required an RI/FS, 10 are in site screening, and
2 are being addressed under RCRA. The 14 PSCs requiring an RI/FS were divided up into 5

i ndi vidual OUs to address surface and subsurface soil, surface water and sedinment. QU 6

addr esses basewi de groundwater at MCLB, Al bany. The list below identifies the PSCs within each
QU and presents the regul atory status of each:

. QU 1 - conposed of PSCs 1, 2, 3, and 26; conpleted ROD in August 1997.
. QU 2 - conposed of PSC 11; conpleted ROD in Septenber 1996.

. QU 3 - conposed of PSCs 16 and 17; conpleted ROD in August 1997.

. QU 4 - conposed of PSCs 6, 10, 12, 13, and 22; currently in R phase.
. QU 5 - conposed of PSCs 8 and 14; subject of this ROD.

. QU 6 - basew de groundwater; currently in R phase.

The sel ected response for QU 1 consisted of two renedies: PSCs 1 and 2 required No Action (NA),
and PSCs 3 and 26 required institutional controls. Under the NA response, no treatnent,

containnent, or restricted access was required at PSCs 1 and 2 to protect hunman health and the
environnent. Land-use restrictions (institutional controls) were inplenented at PSCs 3 and 26.

The selected remedy for QU 2 was NA, and QU 3 had individual remedies for each of the PSCs. PSC
16 required institutional controls, and PSC 17 requi red NFRAP. The draft Renedial |nvestigation
and Ri sk Assessnent report for QU 4 was published in Septenber 1995 (ABB-ES, 1995a). The fi nal
draft version is schedul ed for Novenber 1997.

The final response for QU5 is NFRAP for all soil, surface water, and sedi nent. This response
requires no further renedial treatnent, containment, or |and-use restrictions be inplenented at
PSCs 8 and 14. Al potential exposure risks to soil, surface water, and sedinent to hunman health

and the environnent were deenmed acceptabl e by the USEPA Region IV. The final QU 5 response was
sel ected after the public comment period ended on Novenber 4, 1997. G oundwater beneath QU 5
wi Il be addressed under a separate and ongoi ng basew de groundwat er investigation, which has
been designated at QU 6.

These response actions were concluded in accordance with the NCP and USEPA regul atory gui dance
for Superfund sites. The groundwater at MCLB, Al bany is the principal, potential threat

remai ning at MCLB, Al bany. QU 6 is being addressed under an ongoi ng basew de i nvestigation. A
final workplan for additional data acquisition is scheduled for January 1998.



5.0 SUMWARY COF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

Thi s section sunmarizes the regional geol ogy, hydrogeol ogy, and ecology in the vicinity of MCLB
Al bany. The nature and extent of contaminants is also presented for QU 5. A nore detailed
presentation of this information is available in the RI/BRA report for QU 5 (ABB-ES, 1997).

5.1 GEOLOGY. MCLB, Albany is located in the Coastal Plain Physiographic Province, which is nade
up of layers of sand, clay, sandstone, and |inestone. These |ayers of soil and rock extend to a
depth of at least 5,000 feet bls. Each layer has been identified and naned by geol ogi sts
according to its conposition and physical properties.

The soil and rock layers at MCLB, Al bany, in descending order, are the clayey overburden, the
Ccal a Limestone, and the Lisbhon Fornmation. The overburden layer is nade up nostly of clay with
sone silt and sand. The Ccala Linestone is divided into an upper unit and a |lower unit. The
upper unit is a lime nmud or chal ky paste. The lower unit is hard, dense rock that has been
di ssol ved by the novenent of water along fractures to form underground caves and springs. The

Li shon Fornmation is a hard, clayey linestone. These are the soil and rock |ayers that
control the novenent of underground water in the first 350 feet bls at MCLB, Al bany. Figures 5-1
and 5-2 present a generalized geol ogi c section of the Al bany area

The undi fferentiated overburden was encountered at thicknesses varying between 30 feet and 48
feet at QU 5. The deepest boring at QU5 was drilled to 57 feet bls. Only the upper unit of the
Ccal a Li nestone was encountered

5. 2 HYDROGEQLOGY. Soi|l and rock layers are al so grouped and naned according to how water noves
through them Layers that bear water to wells are called aquifers, and | ayers that cannot bear
water are called confining |ayers. The clayey overburden and the upper unit of the Ccal a

Li mest one are considered together to be a confining layer. The lower unit of the Ccal a Li nestone
is the najor water-bearing zone of the Floridan aquifer. The Lisbon Formation forns a confining
| ayer beneath the Floridan aquifer

The Floridan aquifer is recharged by rainfall that slowy percol ates down through the confining
units and through sinkhol es. Movenent of water in the Floridan aquifer is generally west toward
the Flint River, where it discharges to the river through springs (Figure 5-3).

Most irrigation wells and household water wells near MCLB, Al bany draw water fromthe Floridan
aquifer. Cty water wells nay al so draw water fromthe Floridan aquifer, although nost of the
city water is produced from deeper aquifers.

5.3 ECOLOGY. The majority of forested land in the vicinity of the base is vegetated with
I ongl eaf pine flatwoods, the nbst extensive plant comunity in the southern coastal plain. Pine
flatwoods grow in Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina

<I MG SRC 98082H>
<I MG SRC 98082I >
<I MG SRC 98082J>

The pine flatwoods habitat commonly found at MCLB, Al bany supports diverse plant and ani nal
life, including invertebrates (e.g., insects and worns), reptiles, and anphi bi ans. A nunber of
manmmal s i nhabit the pine flatwoods comunity, although no mammal is exclusive to this habitat.
Pi ne fl atwoods al so provide habitat for a variety of birds, including seed and i nsect eaters,
flycatchers, and aerial predators (e.g., ows and hawks).

The presence of two rare and threatened speci es has been confirmed at the base. The American



alligator (Al ligacor mssissippiensis), now classified as threatened, has been docunented in
wet |l and habitats at the base; this sem-aquatic species is present throughout the southeast.
Bachnman's sparrow (Ai nophila aestivalis), a State and federally listed "rare" species, is also a
possi bl e resident of the dry, open pine forests at MCLB, Al bany; this |large, secretive sparrow
is a year-round resident of southern Georgia. The red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis), a
federally |isted endangered species, occurs al nost exclusively within this pine flatwoods

habi tat; however, there are no known records for this species at MCLB, Al bany.

5.4 NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAM NANTS. The nature, extent, and concentration of hazardous
substance contami nation at QU 5 was studied during an Rl conducted between 1994 and 1997
Potential |y hazardous substances detected at QU 5 and the nmedia affected are listed in tables
bel ow by PSC and nedi a sanpl ed and anal yzed. Concentrations of anal ytes detected by | aboratory
anal yses are reported in mcrograns per kilogram (lg/kg) or mlligrans per kilogram (ng/kg) for
soil sanples and micrograns per liter for water sanples. For instance, a concentration of 8,600
ng/ kg for iron neans that 8,600 milligrans of iron are present in each kilogramof soil. A
kilogramis a unit measure of wei ght equal to about 2.2 pounds. One thousand m crograns equal 1
mlligram 1,000 mlligrans equal 1 gram and 1,000 grans equal 1 kilogram A liter is a unit
neasure of volune roughly equal to a quart.

5.4.1 PSC 8, it Disposal Area Sanpling results for surface and subsurface soil at PSC 8 are
presented in Tables 5-1 and 5-2, respectively. As previously nentioned, grit nmaterial at PSC 8
was renoved during the IRAin 1996 and is, therefore, not included in these data. No surface
wat er or sediment was present at PSC 8. No other sources or potential sources of contam nation
were identified at PSC 8. Groundwater beneath QU 5 will be addressed as part of the ongoing
investigation of QU 6.

5.4.2 PSC 14, Donestic Wastewater Treatnent Plant Sanpling results for surface and subsurface
soil, surface water, and sedinment at PSC 14 are presented in Tables 5-3 through 5-5,
respectively. No other sources or potential sources of contam nation were identified at PSC 14.

5.4.3 Contam nant Delineation at QU5 This subsection is a sunmary of contam nants detected at
QU 5. This analytical information is post-IRA and in conformance with USEPA's Level 1V DQCs.

VQOCs. Carbon disulfide and total xylenes observed at QU 5 are apparently not site related given
that they were also detected in the background surface soil sanples at simlar concentrations
Total xylenes were al so detected in one background subsurface soil sanple. Chloroformwas
observed in one shall ow subsurface soil sanple (14B00107) and four subsurface soil sanples
(14B00135, 14B00235, 14B00440, and 14B00540) in the vicinity of a chlorine dosing nanhole at the
DWP (Figure 2-1). Chloroformpresent in the deep subsurface soil sanples probably resulted from
vertical migration beneath the chlorine dosi ng nmanhol e and horizontal mgration via groundwater
Gbservations show that chlorof ormhas been delineated at QU 5 for all nongroundwater nedia
except for deep subsurface soil, specifically near the vicinity of the seasonal water table.
Chloroformin groundwater will be addressed under QU 6, an ongoi ng basew de groundwater OU.
Acetone and net hyl ene chloride were al so detected in subsurface soil sanples collected at PSC
14. These conpounds are apparently not related to the site for the follow ng reasons: (1) they
are randomy distributed in PSC 14 subsurface soils, (2) there is no historical evidence of
their release, and (3) they comonly occur as artifacts in the sanpling and anal ytical process



Table 5-1
Anal ytes Detected in PSC 8 Surface Soil (Post-I|RA)

Fr equency Range of Detected Mean of Detected Background Screeni ng
Anal yte of Detection 1 Concentrations Concentration 2 Concentration 3
Vol atil e, Organi ¢ Conpounds ( 1g/kg)
Car bon di sul fide 1/ 4 4 2.5 2.5 NA
Xyl enes (total) 2/ 4 ltol 1 NA
Pestici des and PCBs ( 1g/kg)
4, 4" - DDE 2/4 41.9t07.2 4.6 NA
4,4 -DDT 1/ 4 4 2.9 2.9 NA
I norgani ¢ Anal ytes (ng/kg)
Al umi num 4/ 4 5,800 to 8,120 6, 769 12,718
Arsenic 4/ 4 1to 1.3 1.1 5.8
Bari um 4]/ 4 28.8 to 71.2 48. 4 74. 4
Beryl I'i um 4]/ 4 0.09 to 4 0.16 0.14 0. 52
Cadm um 1/ 4 1.5 1.5 1.4
Cal ci um 4]/ 4 4 204.5 to 4,060 1,592 570
Chr om um 4]/ 4 4 4,95 to 52.9 20.9 28.2
Cobal t 4/ 4 1.1to 4.6 2.5 6.8
Copper 1/ 4 9.9 9.9 5.8
Iron 4/ 4 4 3,155 to 10, 200 6, 159 15, 748
Lead 4/ 4 4 8.41t0 20.6 13.8 23.6
Magnesi um 4/ 4 4 163 to 3,510 1,338 212
Manganese 4/ 4 232 to 362 300 1, 346
N ckel 4]/ 4 2.2to 4.7 3.5 8.0
Pot assi um 3/4 4 291.4 to 4,030 1,954 330
Vanadi um 4/ 4 11.2 to 22.9 16. 8 43.8

Zinc 3/4 14.8 to 58 38.5 10. 4



1 Frequency of detection is the nunber of sanples in which the analyte was detected divided by the total nunber of sanples
anal yzed. The sanpl es anal yzed i ncl ude sanpl es 0850100, 08S0200, 08S0400, and 08S0500. 08S0100D is a duplicate sanple of
08S0100.

w N

The mean of detected concentrations is the arithnetic mean concentration of all sanples in which the anal yte was detect ed.
Twice the arithmetic average of inorganic analyte concentrations detected in a basew de background sanpl e popul ati on.

4 Value is the average of a sanple and its duplicate.

Not es:

PSC = potential source of contam nation.
IRA = interimrenedi al action.

Ig/ kg = mcrograms per kil ogram

NA = not avail abl e.

PCB = pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyl .

DDT = di chl or odi phenyl tri chl or oet hane.
DDE = di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hene.
nmg/ kg = mlligrans per kil ogram



Tabl e 5-2
Anal ytes Detected in PSC 8 Subsurface Soil (Post-I|RA)

Anal yte Frequency of Range of Detected Mean of Detected Background Screeni ng
Detection 1 Concentrati ons Concentrations 2 Concentration 3

Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds ( 1g/kg)

Xyl enes (total) 1/3 4 3.25 3.3 NA
Sem vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds ( 1g/kg)

Benzo( a) ant hr acene 1/ 13 4 89.5 89.5 NA
Benzo( a) pyr ene 1/ 12 4 79 79 NA
But yl benzyl pht hal at e 1/3 4 105.5 106 NA
Chrysene 1/ 13 4 63 63 NA
Di et hyl pht hal ate 1/3 4 107.5 108 NA
Fl uor ant hene 2/ 13 53 to 4 175 114 NA
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyr ene 1/ 12 4 114 114 NA
Phenant hr ene 1/ 13 4 84 84 NA
Pyrene 3/13 42 to 4 165 84.7 NA
Pestici des and PCBs ( 1g/kg)

Arocl or-1254 1/13 4 34.5 34.5 NA
Arocl or-1260 2/ 13 4 35 to 70 52.5 NA



I norgani ¢ Anal ytes (ng/kg)

Al um num 3/3 1,220 to 9,900 5, 000 29, 464

Bari um 3/3 45 2to 14.8 10.3 137

Beryl i um 2/3 0.22 to 0.23 0.23 5.4

Cal ci um 3/3 85 to 4 1,274.5 485 54,532
Chrom um 3/3 4 6.95 to 13.6 10.7 49.8
Cobal t 1/3 4 2.775 2.8 41.8
Copper 1/3 4 0.47 0. 47 37.8

I ron 3/3 1,410 to 6,210 3,393 53.954

Lead 14/ 14 4 1.85to 30.9 13.5 36.6
Magnesi um 3/3 4 57.15 to 127 101 1, 484
Manganese 3/3 8.7 to 75.2 33.7 2,716

N ckel 2/ 3 3.1to0 4.6 3.9 51.6

Sel eni um 1/3 1 1 0. 88
Vanadi um 3/3 4 20.75 to 48 35 141
Zi nc 3/3 4 1.95to 3.4 2.9 121

1 Frequency of detection is the nunber of sanples in which the anal yte was detected divided by the total nunber of
sanpl es anal yzed. The sanpl es anal yzed i ncl ude sanpl es 08B00205, 08B00305, 08B00405, 08B00505, 08B00604,

08B00704, 08B00804, 08B01005, 08B01101, 08B01201, 08B01301, 08B01601, 08B01701, 08B02004, and 08B02101 (plus the
dupl i cates of 08B00205, 08B00505, and 08B02101).

2 The nean of detected concentrations is the arithnetic nean concentration of all sanples in which the anal yte was
det ect ed.

3 Twice the arithnetic mean of inorganic analyte concentrations detected in a basew de background sanpl e popul ati on.

4 Value is the average of a sanple and its duplicate.

Not es: PSC = potential source of contanination.
IRA = interimrenedial action.
Ig/ kg = mcrograns per kil ogram
NA = not avail abl e.
PCB = pol ychl ori nated bi phenyl .
nmg/ kg = nmilligrams per kilogram



Anal ytes Detected in PSC 14 Surface Soi

Frequency of
Anal yte Detection 1

Vol atl e Organi ¢ Conpounds ( 1g/kg)

Car bon di sul fide 11/ 17
Xyl enes (total) 11/ 17

Semivol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds ( 1g/kg)

4- Chl oroani | i ne 1/ 17
Benzo( a) ant hr acene 2/ 17
Benzo( a) pyr ene 2/ 17
Benzo( b) f | uor ant hene 3/ 17
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene 3/ 17
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene 2/ 17
Chrysene 3/ 17
bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 1/ 17
FI uor ant hene 3/ 17
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene 3/ 17
Phenant hr ene 2/ 17
Pyrene 3/ 17

Pestici des and PCBs ( 1g/kg)

4, 4" -DDD 1/ 17
4, 4" - DDE 14/ 17
4, 4" -DDT 5/ 17
Arocl or-1260 3/ 17
al pha- Chl or dane 3/ 17
gama- Chl or dane 3/ 17
Dieldrin 1/ 17

Endosul fan sul fate 2/ 17

Table 5-3
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I norgani ¢ Anal ytes (1g/kg)

Al um num 18/ 18 1,100 to 15, 400 9. 155 12,718
Arsenic 15/ 18 4 1.41t0 3.2 2.2 5.8
Bari um 18/ 18 12.3 to 65.3 28.1 74. 4
Beryl |ium 17/ 18 0.04 to 0.56 0.19 0.52
Cadmi um 6/ 18 0.72 to 5.2 2.5 1.4

Cal ci um 18/ 18 4 162 to 2.150 608 570

Chr om um 18/ 18 4 7.15 to 123 33.7 28.2
Cobal t 17/ 18 0.42 to 6.5 1.8 6.8
Copper 7/ 18 7.6 to 37.8 20 5.8
Iron 18/ 18 1,780 to 23,100 11, 641 15, 748
Lead 18/ 18 4 5 2to 504 14. 8 23.6
Magnesi um 18/ 18 70.1 to 955 273 212
Manganese 18/ 18 10.7 to 325 142 1, 346
Mer cury 5/18 0.03 to 0.16 0.1 0.1
N ckel 13/ 18 2.4 to0 8.3 4.3 8.0
Pot assi um 12/ 18 90.2 to 834 249 330
Sel eni um 2/ 18 0.54 to 0.58 0. 56 1.66
Silver 5/ 18 1to 7.6 3.5 1.36
Sodi um 1/ 18 15.3 15.3 114.8
Thal | i um 5/ 18 0.35to0 0.4 0.37 0.34
Vanadi um 18/ 18 3.1to 65.7 37.1 43.8
Zi nc 12/ 18 2.7 to 141 37.1 10. 4

1 Frequency of detection is the nunber of sanples in which anal yte was detected divided by the total nunber of
sanpl es anal yzed. The sanpl es anal yzed i ncl ude sanpl es 14D01, 14S00100 through 14S0013 (plus the duplicate
14S0080D), 14S001500, 14S001600, 14S01, and 14S02. The sanple from 14S009 was not anal yzed for volatile organic
conpounds, senivol atil e organi ¢ conpounds, or pesticides.

2 The nmean of detected concentrations is the arithnetic mean concentration of all sanples in which the anal yte was
det ect ed.

3 Twice the arithmetic average of inorganic analyte concentrations detected in a basew de background popul ati on.

4 Value is the average of a sanple and its duplicate.

Not es: PSC = potential source of contanination.
Ig/ kg = microgranms per Kil ogram
NA = not avail abl e/ not applicabl e.
PCB = pol ychl ori nat od bi phenyl .
DDD = di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hane.
DDE = di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hane.
DDT = di chl or odi phenyl tri chl or oet hane.
nmg/ kg = mlligrans per kil ogram



Table 5-4
Anatytes Detected in PSC 14 Subsurface Soil

Anal yte Frequency of Range of Detected Mean of Detected Background Screeni ng
Detection 1 Concentrati ons Concentrations 2 Concentration 3

Vol atile Organi ¢ Conpounds ( 1g/kg)

Acet one 2/ 13 37 to 210 124 NA
Chl orof orm 1/ 13 4 4 NA
Met hyl ene chl ori de 2/ 13 6 to 7 6.5 NA
Xyl enes (total) 2/ 13 4 3to4 3.5 NA
Semivol atil e Organi c Conpounds ( 1g/kQ)

bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 4/ 13 140 to 250 178 NA
Phenant hr ene 1/ 13 28 28 NA
Pestici des and PCBs ( 1g/kg)

4,4' - DDE 1/ 13 3 3 NA
Endosul fan sulfate 2/ 13 2.7 to 13 7.9 NA



I norgani ¢ Anal ytes (ng/kg)

Al um num 13/ 13 6,290 to 27, 800 13,525 29, 464

Arseni c 5/ 13 4 2.05to 6.9 4 2.4

Bari um 13/ 13 5.4 to 29.1 12 137

Beryl | ium 13/ 13 0. 12 to 0.93 0. 35 5.4

Cadmi um 6/ 13 0.79 to 3.3 1.6 9.8

Cal ci um 9/ 13 167 to 8,650 1,618 54,532

Chr om um 13/ 13 11.3 to 78.7 27 49.8

Cobal t 10/ 13 0.72 to 7.8 3 41. 8
Copper 4/ 13 1.9to 24.7 8.8 37.8

Iron 13/ 13 6,530 to 136, 000 34, 080 53, 954

Lead 13/ 13 3.9to 15.1 7.7 36.6
Magnesi um 11/ 13 83.5 to 256 144 1, 484
Manganese 13/ 13 4 11.75 to 118 54.3 2,716

N ckel 11/ 13 2.3t0 24.1 6.5 51.6

Pot assi um 4/ 13 101 to 242 157 1. 396

Sel eni um 3/13 4.49 to 0.68 0.57 0. 88
Sodi um 1/ 13 26 26 195.4
Vanadi um 13/ 13 44.3 to 240 96. 3 141
Zi nc 8/ 13 2.7 to 30.2 11.7 121

1 Frequency of detection is the nunber of sanples in which the anal yte was detected divided by the total nunber of
sanpl es anal yzed, The sanpl es anal yzed i ncl ude, sanples 14B00l to 14B005 (plus duplicate of 148005), 14B006 to 14B011
(plus duplicate of 14B009), and 14B013 to 14B015.

2 The nean of detected concentrations is the arithnetic nmean concentration of all sanples in which the anal yte was
det ect ed.

3 Twice the arithmetic nean of inorganic analyte concentrations detected in a basew de background sanpl e popul ati on.
4 Value is the average of a sanple and its duplicate.

Not es: PSC = potential source of contanination.
Ig/ kg = mcrograns per kilogram
NA = not avail abl e/ not applicabl e.
PCB = pol ychl ori nated bi phenyl .
DDE = di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hene.
ng/ kg = nilligranms per kilogram



Tabl e 5-5
Anal ytes Detected in PSC 14 Surface Water

Anal yte Frequency of Range of Detected Mean of Detected Backgr ound Screening
Detection 1 Concentrati ons Concentrations 2 Concentration 3

Pesticides and PCBs (lg/l)

Endosul fan sul fate 2/ 2 4 0.199 0.19 NA
I norgani ¢ Analytes (1g/1)

Al um num 2/ 2 4 424.5 425 NA
Basi um 2/ 2 4 15.7 15.7 NA
Cal ci um 2/ 2 4 4,830 4,830 NA
Copper 2/ 2 4 3.55 3.6 NA
Iron 2/ 2 4 394 394 NA
Lead 1/2 4 1.35 1.4 NA
Magnesi um 2/ 2 4 1,315 1, 315 NA
Manganese 2/ 2 4 26.85 26.9 NA
Pot assi um 2/ 2 4 3, 355 3, 355 NA
Sodi um 2/ 2 4 217 217 NA

1 Frequency of detection is the nunber of sanples in which the anal yte was detected divided by the total nunber of
sanpl es anal yzed. The sanpl es anal yzed i ncl ude sanple 14WO01 (plus the duplicate 14W 010).

2 The nean of detected ooncentrations is the arithnmetic nmom oonoentration of all sanples in which the anal yte was
detected. It does not include those sanples in which the analyte was not detected

Background data art unavail able for surface water

Value is the average, of a sanple and its duplicate

Not es: PSC = potential source of contanination
PCB = pol ychi ori nated bi phenyl .
Ig/l = mcrograns per liter
NA = not avail abl e/ not applicable.



SVQCs. After the IRA soil sanples with total polynuclear aronatic hydrocarbon (PAH)
concentrations below 1,000 Ig/ kg were observed to be present in the vicinity of the forner
trench-and-spoil pile at PSC 8. The highest individual PAH concentration, fluoranthene, was
detected at 175 Ig/kg. At PSC 14, five isolated soil sanple locations (three surface soil and
two subsurface soil) were observed to contain total PAHs with individual concentrations up to
150 Ig/kg. Only one PAH conpound was observed in each of these PSC 14 subsurface soil sanples
One occurrence of 4-chloroaniline at 63 Ig/kg was detected in the former sludge drying beds.
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate was detected in seven subsurface soil sanples and one sedinent sanple
at PSC 14. Two of the subsurface soil sanples were collected outside of the PSC boundary;
therefore, the occurrences of bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthalate are isolated and do not appear to be
site rel ated.

Pestici des and PCBs. Except for the nmaterial renoved during the IRA all pesticides identified
in sanples collected at QU 5 were observed to be present in concentrations |ess than 80 Ig/kg
Pesticides were al so detected in the background | ocations at concentrations up to 140 1g/kg.
Pesticides are likely due to historical w despread application in the pecan groves near the DWP
and grit accunulation. After the IRA, PCBs with concentrations up to 70 Ig/kg were detected in
sanples collected in the vicinity of the former trench-and-spoil pile at PSC 8. Arocl or-1260 was
al so observed at PSC 14 in tw surface soil sanples and the sedinent sanple at a naxi mum
concentration of 64 Ig/kg. These PCBs are apparently attributed to past sludge renova

practices.

I norgani ¢ Anal ytes. El evated concentrations of four inorganic analytes at PSC 8 (barium |ead
magnesi um and zinc) can be attributed to grit and periodic cleaning of the DWIP trickling
stones and appear to be confined to the PSC 8 area in surface sanples only. Elevated
concentrations of five inorganic analytes (calcium iron, nmagnesium vanadium and zinc) at PSC
14 appear to be prinmarily concentrated in surface soil in and around the sludge dryi ng-beds
apparently due to sludge nai ntenance activities. El evated concentrati ons of eight inorganic
constituents were also detected in the sedinent sanmple (14D01). O the eight, six had
concentrations greater than the upgradi ent surface soil sanples (14S0l and 14S02), indicating
that sedinmentation occurred in this area of intermttent ponding fromforner sludge drying-bed
mai nt enance activities.

6.0 SUWARY COF SITE RI SKS AND | NTERI M RESPONSE ACTI ONS

The QU 5 R analytical data were evaluated to determ ne whether the individual conpounds were
siterelated (i.e. , resulting fromhistorical waste disposal practices) or consistent with base
background data. Based on this evaluation, a list of chem cals of potential concern (CPCs) was
devel oped for each nmediuminvestigated at QU 5, Tables 6-1 and 6-2 present the CPCs for each PSC
and nedi um These CPCs were then evaluated within the BRA to determ ne the need for a response
action.

6.1 COWPLETED I RAs AT PSC 8. After a reviewof the QU5 R data, an |RA was inplenented to
reduce potential human health and ecol ogi cal exposure risks fromgrit at PSC 8. To prepare for
the IRA, a focused feasibility study (FFS) was conpleted in April 1995. The FFS incl uded
identification of applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs), identification of
treatnent alternatives and conparison with the nine USEPA criteria (including conpliance with
ARARs). The treatment alternatives for the PSC 8 IRA included (1) no action; (2) capping; (3)
excavation, followed by incineration and di sposal; and (4) excavation, followd by off-base
stabilization and di sposal at a Toxi ¢ Substance Control Act (TSCA) landfill.



Table 6-1

Chemi cal s of Potential Concern at PSC 8
Human Heal th and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

Human Heal th
Chemi cal s
Surface Soi

Car bon di suffide

Xyl enes (total)

4, 4" - DDE

4,4 -DDT

Cadmi um

Chr omi um X
Copper

Zinc

Note: PSC = potential source of contamination

DDE = di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hene.
DDT = di chl or odi phenyl tri chl or oet hane.
DDD = di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hane.

Ecol ogi ca

Surface Soil

X X X X X X X X



Tabl e 6-2
Chenical s of Potential Concern at PSC 14
Human Heal th and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

Human Heal th Ecol ogi cal
Cheni cal s Surface Soil and Surface Soil and Surface Water
Sedi nent Subsur face Soi l Sedi nent

Car bon di sul fide

Xyl enes (total)

4- Chl oroani line
Benzo( a) ant hracene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Chrysene

bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate
Fl uor ant hene

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene
Phenant hr ene

Pyrene

4, 4' - DDD

4,4' - DDE

4,4' -DDT

Arocl or-1260

al pha- Chl or dane
gama- Chl or dane

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Dieldrin

Endosul fan sul fate X
Al um num X X
Arsenic X

Bari um X
Beryl lium X X

Cadmi um X X

Chr omi um X X

Copper X

I ron X X X

See notes at end of table



Cheni cal s

Lead
Manganese
Mer cury

Ni ckel
Silver
Thal I'i um
Vanadi um
Zinc

Not es: PSC
DDD
DDE
DDT

Tabl e 6-2 (Continued)
Chemical s of Potential Concern at PSC 14

Hunman Heal th and Ecol ogi cal

Human Heal th
Surface Soil and Subsur face Soi |
Sedi nent
X

potential source of contami nation.
di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hane.

di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hene.

di chl or odi phenyl tri chl or oet hane.

Ri sk Assessnent

Ecol ogi cal
Surface Soil and Surface Water
Sedi ment

X X
X

X

X

X

X

X

X



The I RA Proposed Plan was published in the Al bany Herald and the Atlanta Constitution newspapers
on April 25, 1995. The I RA Proposed Pl an summari zed the FFS and reconmmended excavation, followed
by of f-base stabilization and disposal at a TSCA landfill. A public coment period followed and
a Public Meeting was held in May 1995, at MCLB, Al bany. The ARARs, identification and eval uation
of alternatives, and the selected renedy for the IRA are sunmarized in the | RA RCD (ABB- ES
1995b). The I RA was perforned in January and February 1996 and invol ved excavation of 79 cubic
yards of contaminated grit and soil fromthe PSC 8 trench area foll owed by of f-base treatnent
and disposal at a TSCA landfill.

6.2 QU5 BRA. A BRA was prepared for post-IRA conditions at QU 5 in accordance with the USEPA
Ri sk Assessnment Qui dance (USEPA, 1988). This guidance reflects a conservative approach to risk
assessnent to ensure that subsequent cleanup decisions are protective of human health and the
environnent. The BRA estinmates or characterizes the potential present and future risks to hunman
health and the environnment. Three factors were consi dered when eval uating the risks associ at ed
with QU 5:

. The extent of contam nation present at the site and surrounding areas

. The pat hways t hrough which people and the environnent are or nay potentially be
exposed to contami nants at the site.

. The potential toxic effects of site contam nants on humans and the environnent.

Exposur e pat hways consi dered for the hunman health portion of the BRA include ingestion, skin
contact, and inhal ation. These pathways were then applied to a current |and-use scenario in
whi ch an ol der child trespasses on QU 5. A theoretical future land use of QU 5 involving
resi dential devel opnment and associated utility construction was al so consi dered

The human health portion of the BRA evaluated both the potential cancer and noncancer risks for
each exposure scenario. According to the NCP for Superfund sites, the acceptabl e cancer risk
range is from1l in 10,000 (1x10 -4) to 1 in 1 mllion (1x10 -6) depending on site-specific
conditions. Al though the estimated risk of 1x10 -6 is the point of departure in determning the
need for a response action, site-specific conditions at QU 5 indicate that application of the
acceptable risk range is appropriate. Site-specific conditions at QU 5 supporting use of the

ri sk range include the base perineter fence restricting public access to soils, surface water
and sedinent; the industrial site conditions; and the | ow probability of receptor contact with
contam nated soils. For noncancer risks, the simlar point of departure is a hazard index (H)
greater than 1. If the total estinated noncancer risk exceeds one, then site-specific conditions
and effects fromindividual conpounds are evaluated to determine if a response is necessary.

The ecol ogi cal portion of the BRA assunmed that aninals woul d be exposed directly to surface
soil, surface water, and sedinment with additional exposure fromeating other aninals and plants
that may contain stored contam nants.

The QU 5 hunman health risk assessnent and ecol ogi cal risk assessnment (ERA) were perforned on the
follow ng nedia: soil, surface water, sedinent, and the sludge drying-bed soil. Git was
excavated fromPSC 8 prior to conducting the risk assessment and, therefore, was not eval uated
in the BRA



Table 6-3
Human Health R sk Summary for PSC 8
Qperable Unit 5

Land Use Noncancer HI Cancer Risk
Current Land Use
Surface Soil:

Base Wor ker 0.02 3x10 -8
Future Land Use
Surface Soil:

Resi dent 0.1 8x10 -8
Not es: PSC = potential source of contami nation.

H = hazard i ndex.

3 x 10 -6 = 0.00000003 or 3 in 100, 000, 000.

<I MG SRC 98082B>



Tabl e 6-5
Human Health R sk Summary for PSC 14
Qperable Unit 5

Land Use Noncancer Hi Cancer Risk
Current Land Use
Surface Soil:

Base Wrker 0.2 3x10 -4
Future Land Use
Sur face Soil:

Resi dent 0.7 7x10 -4
Subsur face Soil:

Excavati on Wrker 0. 008 6x10 -9
Not es: PSC = potential source of contami nation.

H = hazard i ndex.
3x10 -4 = 0.000003 or 3in1 mllion.



6.2.1 PSC 8 Table 6-3 summarizes the potential cancer and noncancer risks for each exposure
scenario at PSC 8. The potential cancer and noncancer risks for a base worker, under a current

| and- use exposure scenario, are 3x10 -8 and 0.02, respectively. These risks are well bel ow the
USEPA points of departure (1x10 -6 and H less than 1.0). Under a future residential scenario
both the cancer and noncancer risks (8x10 -8 and 0.1) are also bel ow the USEPA criteria

Tabl e 6-4 summari zes chemcals identified at PSCs 8 and 14 that are potential ecological risk
contributors. The PSC 8 ERA results show that adverse effects to receptor species from exposure
to maxi mum and average exposure point concentrations (EPCs) in surface soil will be mninal
Only chromumwas identified as potentially causing adverse effects to plants in a surface soi
sanpl e (08S005 at 52.9 ny/kg) on the southwestern portion of PSC 8, no anal ytes were identified
as causing adverse effects to wildlife species or to soil invertebrates.

6.2.2 PSC 14 Table 6-5 sumari zes the potential cancer and noncancer risks for each exposure
scenari o at PSC 14. For current |and-use assunptions, base worker cancer risks for potentia
exposures to surface soils do not exceed the USEPA acceptabl e cancer risk range of 1x10 -4 to
1x10 -6, and noncancer risks are below a | evel of concern, with Hs of less than 1. For

potential future | and use, resident cancer risks for surface soil are also below a | evel of
concern, with cancer risks within the USEPA acceptabl e cancer risk range of 1x10 -4 to 1x10 -6
Noncancer risks for potential surface soil exposures do not exceed an H of 1 for either the
child or adult resident. Cancer and noncancer risk estimtes for the excavati on worker are bel ow
a level of concern.

The PSC 14 ERA results show that adverse effects to receptor species fromexposure to maxi num
and average EPCs in surface soil and/or sedinent and surface water will be mninmal. A um num
chrom um vanadium and zinc were identified as potentially causing adverse effects to plants
however, given the history of the site, it is likely that only chromumin the sludge drying
beds and the downgradi ent drai nage ditches nay cause adverse effects to terrestrial plants.
Maxi mum exposure concentrations of several netals (including alum num cadm um thallium
vanadi um and zinc) contributed to a very lowrisk estimate for small, insectivorous birds;
treated individually, small bird exposures to any one of these netals would not result in
adverse effects. Furthernore, cumul ati ve average exposures to these netals are not likely to
result in adverse effects for small, insectivorous birds. No analytes were identified as causing
substantial adverse effects to soil invertebrates.

The RI/BRA report (ABB-ES, 1997) details the QU5 RA results. The PSC 8 Renedi al Action Report
(ABB-ES, 1996) details the IRA. Both docurments are available at the MCLB, Al bany Environnenta
Ofice and Dougherty County Library.

6. 3 RATI ONAL FOR NFRAP. Based on the results of the BRA an NFRAP decision is proposed for al
soils, surface water, and sedinent at PSCs 8 and 14. This alternative specifies no further
treatment, containnent, or |and-use restrictions for these PSCs. Renedial alternative
identification and screening was not conducted for PSCs 8 and 14 as the soil, surface water, and
sedi nent at these sites do not pose an unacceptable threat to hunman health or the environnent.

The proposed NFRAP response action for surface and subsurface soil, surface water, and sedi nent
at QU5 is based on tw factors:

. renmoval of contaminated grit in the trench at PSC 8 in 1996, and the sludge renova
foll owed by RCRA cl osure of the sludge drying beds at PSC 14 in 1994; and

. current and potential future risks (as identified in the BRA) do not exceed the
USEPA acceptable risk criteria and, therefore, are protective of hunman health and
t he environnent.



Further, the exposure scenarios considered in the BRA were based on conservative USEPA gui dance
For exanple, the BRA disregarded current base access restrictions (which deter human exposure)
whil e considering future residential use of a fornmer DWP.

The NFRAP al ternative does not require any additional renedial construction activities or access
restrictions at QU 5. This response action nay be reevaluated in the future if conditions at QU
5 change and unacceptable risks result.

7.0 EXPLANATI ON CF S| GNI FI CANT CHANGCES

As | ead Agency, SOUTHNAVFACENGCOM prepared and i ssued the Proposed Plan for QU 5 on Septenber 5
1997. This Proposed Pl an described the rationale for a final response of NFRAP for all surface
soil, subsurface soil, surface water, and sedinent at QU 5. The GEPD, USEPA Region |V, and
public concur with this final response. Therefore, no significant changes were made to the
Proposed Plan. This response action nay be reevaluated in the future if conditions at QU 5
indicate that an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment would result from exposure
to the various nedia.
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APPENDI X A
COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS RESPONS| VENESS SUMVARY
1. 0 OVERVI EW

Sout hern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command ( SOUTHNAVFACENGCOM) held a public
neeting on Cctober 16, 1997, at Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB), Al bany to discuss the
Proposed Plan for No Further Response Action Planned at Operable Unit (QUJ) 5 and solicit
comrents and questions fromthe public. Three citizens attended this public neeting and
expressed an interest in the process and an appreciation for the work perforned by
SOQUTHNAVFACENGCOM and MCLB, Al bany. No witten comrents or questions were received during the
30-day public comment period.

2.0 BACKGROUND OF COMMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

An active community relations programproviding information and soliciting i nput has been
conducted by MCLB, Albany for the entire National Priority List (NPL) site. Interview of
citizens onbase and in the city of Al bany were conducted in the winter of 1990 to identify
community concerns. No significant concerns that required focused response were identified. Mst
comrent s recei ved were concerning the potential for contam nation of water resources. However,
those interviewed indicated that they place great trust in MCLB, Al bany and their efforts to
rectify past waste disposal practices. In addition, the base has fornmed a Techni cal Review
Committee (TRC) that includes nenbers representing the city of Al bany, Dougherty County, and the
| ocal academ ¢ community. These TRC community menbers were contacted in July 1996 to deternine
their continued interest in serving on the conmttee. Each nenber confirmed his or her interest
in serving on the TRC. In addition, parties on the MCLB, Al bany Environnental Branch mailing
list were contacted to solicit new community nenbers for the TRC. Since this solicitation, the
TRC has grown from 10 to 17 nenbers. In addition, the MCLB, Al bany Environmental Branch has held
two neetings with the TRC (Decenber 3, 1996 and April 8, 1997) to update themon the status of
the investigation, renediation, and closure of the 26 PSCs. The | ocal nedia have al so been kept
inforned since MCLB, Al bany was placed on the NPL. Installation Restoration programfact sheets
have been prepared and nade available at the Environnental Ofice of MCLB, Al bany. Docunents
concerning QU 5 are located in the Information Repository at Dougherty County Public Library and
the Admi nistrative Record at the Base Environnental Branch office.

3.0 SUMVARY CF PUBLI C COMVENT AND AGENCY RESPONSE
3.1 PUBLI C MEETI NG

Twenty-three verbal questions were received during the public neeting held on Cctober 16, 1997.
Fi ve questions pertained to the QU 5 renedi al investigation and forner domestic wastewater
treatnent plant (DWP) operations; 1 question pertained to future DWP operations; 15 questions
pertained to the ongoing OU 6 basew de groundwater investigation; and 2 questions pertained to
basew de storm water managenent. Upon revi ew of these comments, it was determned that no
significant changes to the QU 5 No Further Response Action Planned renedy, as it was originally
identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary. Transcripts of the public neeting are provided
in Attachment A-1 of this Responsiveness Summary.

3.2 PUBLI C COMWENT PERI CD
The 30-day public coment period was held for the QU 5 Proposed Plan from Cctober 6 to Novenber

4, 1997, at MCLB, Al bany. No additional technical comments or questions were received during
the public comment peri od.



ATTACHVENT A-1

TRANSCRI PTS OF THE OCTCBER 16, 1997,
PUBLI C HEARI NG ON OPERABLE UNI'T 5,
MARI NE CORPS LOG STI CS BASE, ALBANY, CGECRGA A

PUBLI C HEARI NG ON OPERABLE UNI T 5
HELD AT MARI NE CORPS LOG STICS BASE, ALBANY, GECRG A
ON THURSDAY, OCTCBER 16, 1997 AT 7 P.M

Lt. Frantz: W have two visitors here tonight - we have Lincoln and John. And welcone. |1'd like
to wel come you to our public neeting where we're going to talk about Operable Unit 5 and our
proposed plans for closing out those two sites that are included in Qperable Unit 5.

I'd like to al so wel cone you on behal f of the Commandi ng General, Mijor CGeneral Gary S

McKi ssock. He recently--we were in the news with himsigning sonme records of decisions for other
sites. He really does support our programwonderfully. Before we go too nuch further, | would
like to make a few introductions. At the back of the room we have M. Robert Pope from United
States Environnental Protection Agency Region 4, and Ms. Madel ei ne Kell am from CGeorgi a

Envi ronnental Protection Division. W also have M. Jerry Palner, he's ny boss; he kind of
oversees all the environnental activities on the base, including the installation restoration
program Behind you there is M. Joel Sanders from Southern D vision. He takes care of a |ot of
the contract actions that we have with our contractor, ABB Environmental Services. And from ABB
we have M. Joe Daniel and Ms. Kathy Hodak. W hire them because they have experts in geol ogy,
chem stry, and toxicology. You nane it, they've got it.

The obj ectives of tonight's neeting are to review Qperable Unit 5 background and site history
and sone of the current actions that have recently happened, present our proposed response
actions which after reading the posters, you can see both response actions for both PSC 8 and
14, are no further remedial action planned -- response action planned and al so to get some
community input on our proposed plan to see that the community at large will agree with what we
plan to do.

The location of Qperable Unit 5, which consists of two sites: Potential Source of Contam nation
8, which is a grit disposal area and Potential Source of Contanmination 14, which is our
no-1l onger-in-operation donesti c wastewater treatnment plant.

PSC 8, the grit disposal area, was used from 1962 to 1979 for disposal of grit chanber waste; it
is a chanber that tends to catch sone of the non-bi odegradabl e waste that conmes into the
domestic wastewater treatnent. And PSC 8 was an area just across a road and what they did was
take grit out of the chanber and put it into that pile

Ckay, at PSC 8, during the renedial investigation, risk assessnent phase, what we found at PSC 8
wer e pol ychl ori nated bi phenyls and pol yaromati ¢ hydrocarbons. The PAH s are typically associated
with petrol eum products and we al so found chromum which is a heavy netal, in the soil. These
are the contam nants that drove the cleanup--or required the cl eanup

What we investigated at this site were surface soil, subsurface soil, sedinent and surface
water. At this particular site, there was no surface water or sedinent on the site, so we didn't
have to investigate those, but we did do the surface soil and subsurface soil. W did end up
performng a cleanup action at PSC 8. W excavated and di sposed of off-site the contam nated
soil at aland fill specifically approved for receiving hazardous waste. W received
approxinately -- or we excavated 79 cubic yards. |If anybody has any questions or needs any
additional information at any tinme, just stop ne.



Next we have PSC 14, which was our donestic wastewater treatnment plant. From about 1952 to 1988
this plant processed sanitary waste comng fromthe base. In approximately 1977, pretreated
industrial wastewater was al so sent through the donmestic wastewater treatnent plant, which is
why the plant was included in the renedial investigation phase. W al so had sludge drying beds
that were the end process for the donestic wastewater treatnent plant; and because this plant
treated industrial waste, the sludge that was the end product becane a |listed Resource
Conservation Recovery Act waste and we were required to renove the residual sludge that was |eft
inthe pits after we cl osed down the system

The investigation consisted of surface and subsurface, including video inspections of the piping
that ran to the system in which we did see sone deteriorated piping. W found sone PAHs in the
soil and the sludge drying bed material. Chloroformwas found on site, which was likely rel ated
to chlorine use in the chlorine dosing tank. And we did find some netals in surface soil in one
of the seven sanples. Pesticides were found on the site, but they were not in amounts higher
than you woul d see on any other agricultural site. There was a pecan grove right next to the
donestic wastewater treatnent plant.

The cl eanup action, as | discussed before, PSC 14 included renoval of sludge fromthe drying
beds and we did receive a clean closure certification -- or they approved our closure as we did
it, including all the post renoval confirmation sanpling, etc

Ckay, what exactly--after all these cleanup actions and investigations and | ooking at the risk
assessnent and evaluating the risks at these sites, what is the next step? W are proposing for
PSC 8 no further response action and that is because we renoved the contam nated grit and
addressed the human health and environnental concerns and the risk assessment found that current
and potential future risks are within USEPA standards that are neant to protect hunman heal th and
envi ronnent .

Simlarly at Potential Source of Contam nation 14, we now propose no further response actions

pl anned, because closure of the sludge drying beds and renoval of the sludge in those beds
addressed the hunman heal th and environmental concerns. And again, the risk assessnent found that
the current and potential future risks were w thin USEPA standards.

Sore of the things to finally consider, we have certainly taken steps to protect human health
and the environnent from unacceptable risks. This proposed plan addresses soil, both surface and
subsurface, surface water, and sedinment only. And we say only, groundwater is being handl ed
under a separate operable unit, which is called Qperable Unit 6, Base Wde G oundwater. The
existing and potential risks that are found at that site at this time are within the USEPA
gui del i nes that protect hunan health; and | stated, a Base-w de study of groundwater is
underway. So the decisions we are naking today are only for surface soil, subsurface soil

sedi ment, and surface water.

Q Wiat would the full range be in addition to soil, surface----

Surface water? Goundwater is the only other nedia and you can have air. Air is a nedia, but it
is not a nedia of concern here at this base.

Ckay, the reason you are all here is because we believe that comunity invol verrent is inportant.
You can provide any comments, concerns, questions, anything you may have at tonight's neeting
You can send themin in regular nail. W have coment sheets in the back if you want to go hone
and think about it or you just don't feel confortable saying it here. You can take these honeg,
think about it, wite it down and send it in. W do respond to every coment. You may send
comrents in on electronic nail, this is ny E-nail address here at the base, or you may call our
office and talk to nyself, M. Palner. You nay call the state or federal regulators, | have



information for them Their tel ephone information is in the environnental update which you al
have a copy of.

The actual proposed plan which we al so have copies of in the back and other site docunents,
including the renedial investigation, the risk assessnent, the closure docunentation for the

sl edge drying beds, and the renoval after action reports are all available at the public library
or inny office here on base. If you'd like to get nore in depth, these docunents are quite
thick, but if you want nore infornation or to get into the nitty gritty, you are wel cone to take
a |l ook at those

That is all | have as far as a formal presentation. Qur team which includes the federa

regul ators, the Navy and the Marine Corps, and ABB, who is our contractor and consultant on this
-- we're all dedicated to protecting hunman health and the environnent. That is the Marine Corps

job, to protect the US, and we certainly don't want to poison the US fromwithin. So we are here
to try and fix sonme of those past mstakes. That's all | have

If there are any other questions or concerns or if you haven't had a chance to | ook at the
posters, you are wel cone to cone up and do that. W will be here until the | ast person | eaves to
di scuss and answer questi ons.

Q Are there any plans to reopen PSC 14?

No. In fact, the plans are to denolish that so the Mari ne Corps can save sone noney on
mai ntenance. W still have to naintain our buildings if they are there, so we are going to go
ahead and tear it down.

Q Wen will the groundwater testing start?

The groundwater testing is underway. The US Geol ogical Survey is scheduled to conplete their
report m d-Novenber. W have--we being the Navy and ABB have conpleted a prelimnary revi ew of
our site of that sanme investigation. Right nowwe are in the phase where we are trying to figure
out what kind of information we have, what kind of questions can be answered with that, and what
ki nd of data we need to nake the final decisions. So we are rolling up all the data that we've
got so far, finding, out where we're at, and then we'll go fromthere to find out what other
information we need to nake decisions that are protective of hunman health and the environnent.

Q So we can expect a neeting, then, right before Thanksgi vi ng?

No. Wien | say when we are in that stage, we have not conpl eted--we have not started the
remedi al investigation and risk assessnment portion of that, which generally takes about the
longest. So right now we are gearing up to get into the main investigation, you mght say.

Q Do you expect by March of next year, perhaps?
Lt. Frantz: Wat is our schedule, Joe?

J. Daniel: W expect to be neeting with the regulators in Decenber to discuss the infornation
we' ve presented so far, pertaining to groundwater, address data gaps there. And then fromthere
we will develop a work plan for the next stage of the renedial investigation of groundwater and
hope to get in the field in January or February to proceed with that. W have several nonths of
field work; be sampling water wells, installing new wells, hope to conclude that by May of next
year and then we'll get into the report findings.

Q So are you going to nonitor sone of the residents wells along this road here?



J. Daniel: Currently, we are just working on base, if there is any contam nation here

Lt. Frantz: And, Joe, that's right near PSC 3, the Branch Road, we do have wells that we sanple
off base. That's part of the Base-wi de groundwater investigation. And in fact we have a
quarterly sanpling event and every six nmonths we wite a report to the state and federa

envi ronnental protecti on agency.

Q Essentially, does the groundwater nove in this direction toward the river, diagonally from
this area?

J. Daniel: The hydro-geologic framework here is very conplicated and it is hard to say that in
one area it all flows in one direction, depending on where you are in the subsurface, it can
flowa lot of different directions. In general though, the regional flowis toward the Flint

Ri ver, westwardly.

Q Is there any recharge sites in this plane here?

J. Daniel: Yes, the Dougherty plane, the whole plane is considered a recharge area for the

Fl ori dan aquifer.

Q Is the canal, which | think is Dry Creek? Does Dry Creek----

Lt. Frantz: Marine Canal? The Marine Canal is the one that takes all of our stormwater runoff
tothe Flint River--directly to the Flint River

Q The Dry Creek -- Piney Wods COreek, does that flow through?
Lt. Frantz: The upper northwest.

J. Daniel: You can see on the map up there, the blue |ine that snakes across the Northwest
corner -- it flows north up to the reservoir, whichis a different part of the Flint River

Q You all have a test well somewhere right in there, don't you?

Lt. Frantz: Yeah, right next toit. And that well, these wells that you see here were purposely
put in these areas because we are alnbst positive they're clean. Wiat they are is US Geol ogi ca
Survey, we put these in for themso they could do their investigation. So the reason those were
put where they are at is because we suspect that to be conpletely clean

Q Wien you all test these wells, what kind of chemicals are you | ooking for?

Lt. Frantz: 173 chem cal s?

J. Daniel: Yeah, there are 170 odd different anal ytes that we test for

Lt. Frantz: Including volatile organic conpounds, sem -volatile organi c conpounds, pesticides
and PCB's and inorgani ¢ anal ytes, such as netals.

Q So all of these would be just to get a base-line of what's there?

Lt. Frantz: That and the USGS wants to get a handl e on how the hydro-geol ogy and the system
--the hydro-geol ogi ¢ system beneath this base works. They took quite a few sanples at different
depths to find out what the hydraulic conductivities were, both vertical and horizontal. They
want to try and get a feel for how the groundwater works under the base. And we'll need--the
information they are trying to gather--in a situation like this, it is inportant to understand



where your contam nants are now, where they're going, and how fast they're getting there so that
you can do sonething to protect hunman health and the environnent in the event it goes of f-Base

M Kellam You might point out that the USGS wells are to understand the flood system but
there are a ot of other nonitoring wells. Sonmebody from ABB coul d probably give you the nunber
of monitoring wells that are also on the base

Lt. Frantz: 277. And for the nost part, every one of those wells have been sanpl ed nore than
once -- at |least once, but many of themnore than once. W have an entire network of wells
across the base to track what is in those. And we have wells in the residuumor shallow wells

we have wells in the upper section of the upper Floridan aquifer, and that's a little different
hydr o- geol ogi ¢ structure than the | ower water bearing zone of the sanme aquifer. So we have wells
in all three of those zones. W have wells of all kinds of all shapes, of all depths.

Q Have you all noticed that you all have subsurface and fresh water tables in this area?

J. Daniel: There are sonme zones where we get perched water.

Lt. Frantz: For the nost part, the residuumis conposed nostly of clay.

J. Daniel: Cenerally the wells that are installed in the upper layer, that's sandy clay at the
surface and then at depths of about 45 feet or so it's a very highly plastic clay. So that has
--we've seen water perched there at tines.

Lt. Frantz: |In general during the dry season, like it is now, we won't find any water in any of
the residuumwells, in any of the top-nost layer wells. But during rainy season, we do find sonme
water in those

Q Tell me about the video inspection for PSC 14, what was that about?

Lt Frantz: They ran a little video canera, they pulled it through a pipe and this video canera
took pictures of the inside of the pipe so that we could determ ne where there was a break or a
crack or a leak and in fact they used that data to help guide their sanpling, did you not?

J. Daniel: Yes.

Lt. Frantz: Anywhere we found a crack in the pipe or a hole in the pipe or any irregularity in
the pipe where it looked like it mght |eak water out, ABB took sanmples fromthat area to find
out if we had any | eaks that caused contam nation

Q And pretreatnent of the industrial waste, what is that?

Lt. Frantz: W have the central wastewater treatment plant receives industrial waste fromthe
mai nt enance center, the Defense M ntenance Agency - they change their nane every once and a

whi | e.

J. Palmer: The Maintenance Center-Milti-Comodity Mintenance Center; they rebuild tanks and
trucks and so on.

Lt. Frantz: Fromthat industrial activity, they receive industrial waste, which includes waste
fromchrone plating activities, fromalumnum-they call it alum numconversion activities --

J. Palmer: Blast grit, solvents frompainting, grease, oil, acids frombatteries.



Lt. Frantz: The industrial wastewater that they receive is pretty nasty. It has a treatnent
syst em conposed of ----

J. Palmer: W just changed over to ferrous sulfate treatment process that really cleans up--we
changed over about 3 nonths ago and the affluent testing is much better, to the tune of about
300% better.

Lt. Frantz: Wat this treatnent plant does, it raises and |lowers the Ph of the water when they
raise the Ph, it starts the metal coagulating and settling down and that stuff is pulled out and
they raise it back up again. I'mnot a wastewater treatnent plant specialist, but they use
chemcals to draw out the netals and other things in there. There is an aeration basin. Floc
tanks--floccul ation tanks, and then it goes into--the sludge goes into above ground sl udge
drying beds that are not in any way hooked to the soil and once the sludge is dried up then it's
put in containers and shipped off to a waste facility that accepts that. It is a RCRA waste, a
Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act waste. So we have to pay to get rid of it and it is put
in special landfills specially designed to accept these kind of wastes. And then the

wastewat er--the pretreated wastewater goes into the Cty of Al bany publicly owled treatnent
plant; Al bany's Wastewater Treatnent Plant. But before it goes there it is routinely tested by
the Gty. W actually have to pay the city to test our water so that they nmake sure our water
does not contain levels of contam nation that their wastewater treatnment plant can't handle. And
so that we don't end up with a simlar situation out in town.

Lt. Frantz: W certainly expect a lot nore interest when we have the public nmeeting about
ground water. These sites that we're taking care of now, when you can dig sonething out of the
ground and clean up the site that way, that's easy. W're gearing up for the hard stuff.

Q Has anyone fromthe public-there are two subdivisions; there is one here, on the west side
of the base, on the south side, there are about maybe 15 or 20 hones there.

Lt. Frantz; Yes, as a matter of fact, a gentlenman by the name of Robert Freenman -- you guys
know him too -- he asked us, he said, "You know, | live right next to an NPL site and | fee
that you ought to test ny groundwater" because he has his own well and he al so-- his well
supplies several other famlies that rent on his property. So he asked us to sanple his water
and we did so.

Q So in other words if someone concerned owns a well along this area, can we refer themto
you?

Lt. Frantz: |f they do have a concern specifically about our base, yes. | think -- especially,
M. Freeman lives in about the niddle of all this. And we have also tested this well, in the
cormer of the base, and between M. Freenan's house, which is right over here, and this well
their drinking water is actually in very good condition. The only thing we found in M.
Freeman's water were nitrates and they were well below -1 nean, we found nitrates but they were
bel ow MCL' s.

Q And then there is a church on down beyond Gai ssett Road, do you see the church there? There
are about 5 or 6 honmes there. They have call ed us concerned about the landfill.

Lt. Frantz: kay, the landfill that is down here?

Q Correct. And they have expressed sone concerns for having the water tested for a variety of
chem cal s.

Lt. Frantz: Right. One of the things that we can certainly say about this area, we don't have
any potential sources of contam nation anywhere near this area; and the ones that we do know



about have sone groundwater contami nation are |ocated here, here, and here. So what we woul d
probably tell them-1 can't--1 guess | couldn't answer that. It would have to be on a
situational basis. But since M. Freenman and those famlies are right near the DMA, which is
that--one of our biggest sites, and it does have a groundwater plune, we felt it prudent and the
nei ghborly thing to do to test that water. W have to be careful because testing groundwater
does cost quite a bit of noney to test for all the analytes under the safe drinking water act is
very expensive

Q There is a proposal to drill a well at the east end of the base proper there, about 300
yards from Piney Wod Creek there, the land you all sold fromthe base here. A nman already has a
permt to drill a well there. What woul d you advi se?

Lt. Frantz: Once again, that is, that is pretty much a virgin area as far as the base is
concerned. W have already tracked our known groundwater plunmes, and they don't even go this
way; they go nore this way and up into here and back in here. So they are not-- relatively, they
are not even going towards any of those people's land that you are tal ki ng about.

Q You mght want to use it for a testing well, too.

Lt. Frantz: | don't know. Wuld we want to use sonething like that for a background type well.
J. Daniel: Were is the well you are tal king about?

Spectator: It is not there yet. It is going to be----

Lt. Frantz: Like I've said, we've got a network of wells all across the base

[ The spectator indicated on the map where the proposed well was to be |ocated. There was
di scussi on about a subdivision on | and previously owned by the base.]

Q I'mreal surprised. W have had fromthe Health Departnment several phone calls in that area

of concern with other matters related to the landfill. W've been to 2 or 3 of these neetings
and- - - -
Lt. Frantz: Well, the landfill, and that's the new Dougherty County landfill, right, at the end

of Gaissett Road. Back in the pecan orchard back there

Spectator: It is just south of that Mrningstar Church. In fact there is a pond and | think the
landfill is real close to where that pond is.

J. Daniel: Lieutenant, getting back to QU5, | think we ought to find out if there are any other
questions/concerns about OJU5 and wap up that conversation and then we can pursue sone of these
ot her questi ons.

Lt. Frantz: That's a good idea. If there are no other questions on Cperable Unit 5, Marie, you
can shut down.

[ There was no additional discussion on Qperable Unit 5.]

The foregoing is an accurate transcript of the public nmeeting held at Marine Corps Logistics
Base, Al bany, Georgia, on Thursday, 16 Cctober 1997, beginning at 7:00 p.m and concl udi ng at
7:35 p.m
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